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ABSTRACT
AN
Self-efficacy theory states that performance is

best predicted by carefully assessing an individual's
selrf-efficacy expectatious. Self-efficacy expectations
are the output of a central processor of relevant
information. Bandura has proposed that other variables
atfect performance indirectly through the self-efficacy
central processor. QJThis paper reports the results of
two studies which evaluated the possibility of a per-
son's plans for performing a specific behavior having a
direct, unmediated effect on performance. One study
used dominating a ten aminute conversation as the experi-
mental task. Por this study, 70 male and 82 female
undergraduate students were the subiects. These sub-
jects wrote out plans for dominating a conversation,
indicated their satisfaction with their plans, and
recorded their self-efficacy expectations for actually
dominating the conve:sation._\\ The performsance measures
vere coder ratings of dominance and prorortion of total
time the subiject talked. Their conversations were with
speciaiiv trained confederates. >§The subjects for the

other study were 107 students in a school for training

court reporterse. They wrote out plans for taking down

and transcribing question and ansver testimony._ They

also'c0lpleted foras indicating their satisfaction with

their plans, and their self-efficacy expectations for
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the task. The performance measure was the score on the
final copy of a transcript of question and ansver testi-
aony. Path analyses supported the propcsed model which
includes a direct effect of the gquality of plan on per-
formance. Results of additional analyses suqgest that
the gquality of a person's ©plan for performance may be
helpful in explaining discrepancies Letween expected and
actual perfo:nancg,\ Implications of am elaborated
self-efficacy model %re discussed for therapy and educa-~

tion.
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ABSTRACT

Self-efficacy theory states that perisrmance |is
best predicted by carefully assessing an individual's
self-efficacy expectations. Self-efficacy expectations
are the output of a central processor of relevant
information. Bandura has proposed that other variables
affect performance indirectly through the self-efficacy
central processor. This paper reports the results of
tvo studies vwhich evaluated the possibility of a per-
son's plans for perforaming a specific behavior having a
direct, unmediated effect on performacnce. One study
used dominating a ten minute conversation as the experi-
mental task. For this study, 70 male gnd 82 female
undergraduate students were the subiects. These sub-
jfects wrote out plans for dominating a conversation,
indicated their satisfaction with their nplans, and
recorded their self-efficacy expectations for actually
doainating the conversation. The performance measures
vere coder ratings of dominance and progortion of total
time the subiect talked. Their coaversations were with
snecialiv trained confederates. The subjects for the
other study were 107 students in a school for training
court reporters. They wrote out plans for taking down
and téansc:ibinq question and ansver testiamoavy. They
also completed foras indicating their satisfaction with

their plans, and their self-efficacy expectations for
iii




the task. The performaace measure was the score on the
final copy of a transcript of question and ansver tz2sti-
nonvy. Path analyses supported the propcsed ®odel which
includes a direct effect of the gquality of plan on per-
formance. Results of additional apalyses suggest that
the gquality of a person's plan for performance may be
helpful in explaining discrepacncies tetveen expected and
actual ©perforsance. Implications of an elaborated
self-efficacy model are discussed for therapy aad educa-

tion.
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CHAPLYER I
INTRODUCTICH

danuurca (19771, 19775) and others {(2anducra & Adaas,
1577;: Ban.iura, Aduass, ¢ Sever, 1977; Ganudra, Adags, Hardy,
v do«ells, 1430) have developed a concept c¢f self-efficacy
which they Leileve can be used to make better predictions of
wehavinr than can be awade by using past performarnce. They
WdR€ 1 distinction between seltf-eriicacy 23%pectations and
outcome expectations. Fiqure 1 illustrates where each of
these fits into a syabolic model of rebkavior. Essentially,
4 self-=zflicacy exvpectation 1S a rersoh's rrediction about
kiss/her ability to actually pertfora a given behavior. The
associated outcorz2 e4pectation is a fperscn's prediction
about what will aappen it this Ebehavior is actually per-
Lorhed. Barndura defines seif-efiicacy expectations by con-
trasting them to outcome expectaticns.

AL ontcom2 expectanhcy is defined here as a person's

cstimate that a giveu behavior will lead to certairn

outcomes. An efficacy expectation is the conviction

that one can successfully execute the behavior required

to produce the outcomese Outcome and efficacy expecta-

tions are Jdiffereuntiated occcause iodividuals can come

to believe that a particular course of action wilil

produce certain outcowes, but question whether they can

perform those actions. {Bandura, 1977t, p. 79)

Self-efficacy i3 seen as attecting whether or not a
person will even atteupt a specific behavicr and how per-
sistentiy a person will coutinue to attewrpt a belavior in

the face of difficulties. Banaura (1981; Note 1) further

points out that
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Figure 1
Diagrammatic representation of the difference between
efficacy expectations and outcome expectations (Bandura,
1977b).
L E, PO VRGOS L IR DG e O st s : T T e T e B




Stimulus——-——>Person-—-—4>Behavior-——-; Qutcome

(s) (0) A (R) A (s)
: :
Self- OQutcome
efficacy expectation

expectation




4 ‘
selrt-efflcacy 15 « « « coOncernhed wita judaments about
how woll one zan orgaulize and execute ccurses Of action
required to desal wicn proscective situations containing
many amciquicties anl unprcedictable cvel ts. (re 1)

Al iwportart point to note is that here B3iandurt 1s tef-
errinag to judgnents about grecific "prospective situationg®
cither than the more glopal dJudgmeuts tc waicu luternal-ex-
terraL iocus of coutroli, seli-esteeca, selt-coutidence, arnd
other siniiar constucts refer. Seif-efficacy expectations
if¢ the result of 3 person's judygaent ot higssher apility to

comriune 4apprepriate coquitive and motor skills iuto an inte-

gratead course of action aixed at percforuing a  specific

Lochavior (Bandura, 1931; liote 1). #ith this in =mind, it
ueCoses clear that cognitive as well as  bechavioral experi-

ences will affect perceived efficacy. Bandura and Adaas

(1977 and Bandura et al. (1977) round that itehavioral expe- |

cience hal the stronjesit etfrect on modifyiang selr-efficacy:

aowever, Barndura (1977a, 19775, 1981) additiorally suggests

that vicarious exparience, verbal persuasion, and emotional Y
arousal mayv atfcct self-eificacy expectations.
The original 2@piriczi sapport for this theorizipg corn-
sisted of two studies done with scake phobics. Bandura et
al. (1977) coupaired the erfects on self-efficacy and on
actual pertormance of two treatment wethods derivel froa
social learninag tha2orvy. They founu that participant amodel-
ing led to "aigher, sctronger, and more generalized expecta-
tions of personal 2fficacy than did treatzent relving solely

UPON  ViCArLious experience" (pe. 125) . They also found
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self-efficacy expectations to be a better predictor of
future behavior than previous performance.

Bandura and Adams (1977) suggest that systematic desen-
sitization 'uith snake phobics operated by creating and
strenqthing expectations of persopal efficacy. They also
investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and per-
formance changes during the course of treatsent using par-
ticipant modeling. They found that performance of a
response in a response hierarchy led to increased self-effi-
cacy expectations with respect to responses higher in the
hietarchi. | These increased expectations were normally fol-
lowéd by improvement in performance of that higher response.
An essential point which Bandura makes is that all changes
can be seen in terms of changes in self-efficacy expecta-
tions. This includes changes in therapeutic interventions
other than'ireatment of snake phobics. He states "that psy-
choloqicai procedures, whatever their form, alter the level
and strength of sel f-efficacy" (Bandura, 1977a, p. 191 . 1In
other vords, therapies which lead to chanqges in behavior do
so by chandinq expectations of self-efficacy. If these
changes in self-efficacy feelings do not occur, it is
unlikely thét any changes or improvements in behavior will
OCCUr. Alihouqh persuasion, vicarious experience, and emo-
tional arousal may alter self-efficacy expectations and
thereby afféct behavior, actual "hands-on™ experieance---en-

active performance of behaviors—-leads to the 1largqest

L L T e T L s R - - .
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chandes in self-efficuacye.

Althouah Bandura =uphasizes using self-efficacy to pre-
Jdict i1mprovemernts in pehavior or, m@morfe Jenerally, to preldict
cixanges 1n  bhehavior, seli-etficacy exnectations predict
venavior even when chaages in behavior are not an issue.
lhis has been most ciearly demonstrated in ipitial ovalua-
tions--pretreatuent testind. ashen people telieved they
could not approach a snake, they usuéallv could not. Simi-
iarclv, Jochunk (133 1) found at pust-test his four groups of
children showing low lrithﬁentic achievesent accurately pre-
gicted the arithnetic vrovleas they could dc¢ 72 percert of
the time on the average.

Banaura (1Ys1) points out thit scelri-<fiicacy expecta-
tions cai  vary on several aimensiors, cach of whica has

important ixzplications for performauce. For this reason,

bandura's worx alwiys includes three measures cf self-effi-
cacvyv:s Magnitude, strength, and generality. He writes else-
where thit these three dimensions aust be wmeasured with the
saBe precision that is used wheln aeasuring changes in behav-
ior f{3andura, 1977b).

Magqnitude, which gives au estiwate 0of hcw many tasxs in

a hi2rarchy will be attempted, is siaply the number of tasks i
or behaviors in the nierarchy that a subject Ftelieves he/she !
can Jdo with a certain 1level of ccatidence. In Baudura's |
#OCK @ith snake phonics a confidence level of qreater tharn

12 percent certainty #was required in order f£¢r an item to be
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included in the magnitude score, bLkut other levels have been
tried and have shown some advantages (Bandura et al., 1980;
Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Schumnk, 1981).

The strength score is an arithmetic averaqe of the con-
fidence ratings, which range from 0 to 100, for all the
tasks in a hierarchy, 1including tasks for which the sub-
ject's confidence is zero. Bandura (1977a) argues that
strenqth indicates how persistent and intense a person's
efforts will be. He states that

Weak expectations are easily extinquishable by discon-

firming experiences, whereas individuals who possess

strong expectations of mastery will persevere in their
coping efforts despite disconfirming experiences.

(Bandura, 1977a, p. 194}
Brown and Inouve (1978) found, as Bandura predicted, that
sttenqth of self-ef ficacy predicts whether people give up in
the face of repeated failures or intensify their efforts.
The higher people's self-efficacy expectations, the more
persistently they will try. Similarly, Schuak (1981) found
that self-efficacy expectations accounted for 11 percent of
the variation observed in posttest persistence. In vork
with children having trouble with arithwmetic, Bandura and
Schunk (1981) found correlations between strenqth of self-
efficacy exbectations and perseverance ranging from .51 to
.63.

Generality, as defimed in this context, is deterained

by asking about self-efficacy expectation with respect to

similar and dissimilar situationms. FPor his snake phobia

T g W IO AN 4 P e PR et ST e S
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work, Bandura asked about approaching a different snake for
a similar situation and approaching other anisals and social
situations for dissimilar situations (Bandura ¢ Adanms,
1977). 1In the studies using arithmetic skills, the general-
ity tests involve problems that are more difficult than the
probleas used in treatment and instruction.

To determine how expectations of self-efficacy affect
actual performance, Bandura uses a "microanalytic methodol-
oqy." Microanalysis means lookiag at the discrepancy
betveen self-efficacy expectations and the actual behav-
1or (s) demonstrated. This is done for all tasks in a hier-
archy taking one task at a time. To be meaningful, subiects
sust clearly "understand what kind of bebavior will be
required and the circumstances im which they will be
required towperforn thea* (Bandura, 1977a, p. 204). This
means that each task maust be fairly specific and, Bandura
suggests, "preferably ordered by level of difficulty" (Ban-
dura, 1977a, p. 204). Bandura has described the developaent
and use of these procedures in work with spake phobics (Ban-
dura, 1977a: Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura et al., 1977).
He has also developed a means of assessing self-efficacy
vith respect to a number of tasks and situations relevant to
agoraphobia. The tasks he uses include, for example, leav-
ing hoae, qbinq to restaurants, and beinqg in groups (Bandura
et al., 1980: Bandura, Note 2).

Self-efficacy theory has been investigated in a variety

W s GRS A | SRk D s o A SR -~ - R
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of areas. As noted atove, Bandura's research originally
tocused on vpholtic benhaviors. The first two studies reported
Ltnvolved suake phonics (3andura & Adaxzs, 1977; Bandura, et
ale, 1977V . Hore receatly, u2 has used severely agoranhousic
subiects (Bandura et al., 1980).

Schunx (1931 and 3acdura and Schunx (1981 have
extended self-efficacy theory 1nto umore ccqnitivev ireas.
poth studies found thit self-efficacy ervpectations aiaccu-
rately predicted the aritauwcetic perforwance of children who
nad been showing Low arithactic achlievement, This fiading
neld across levels of tass difficulty and treatment wodes.

oe and Zeiss (in Jress have extended self-cefiicacy
theory to the arcva of social skills. They have developed &
wuestiournaire which seems to adequataely dassess self-efficacy
expectations for a variety of soclial =kills in a nuaber of
social situations. Zeiss, doe, Stanwood, ard Sulilivan (¥ote
3} are curreutly in the process of validating this guestion-
walire further. Sailivan (Note 4) bas siarted to look at
self~efficacy in the context O0f assertiveness training, The
thrust of this study w«wiil te to document that changes in
self-efficacy expectations for social skills do occur as a
result of skill trainigg. AdAdditiorilly, 1t will be possible
to loox at the extent to which generalization does occur for
soclal skills that are not focused on by tne training vack-
aqge.

dandura (1981, in press) has addressed self-control in

i a5 G e e, R
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the context of self-efficacy theory. To date though,
Bandura's efforts in this area have been on a theoretical
level rather than an empirical one. Condiotte and Lichten-
stein (1981) present the onlyvy self-control study involving
self-effiéaév expectations reported so far. Theyvy found that
self-efficacy expectations were able to predict which sukt-
jects in smoking cessation proqraams would relapse and when
thevy would relapse. Multiple <correlations, corrected for
shrinkage, vere R = .57 for relapse and'_‘_é = .69 for time to
relapse.

One of the common objections to self-efficacy theory
has to do with the causal relationship betwveen self-efficacy
expectations and actual performance. In other vwords, do
changes in self-efficacy expectations precede changes in
performance, as Sandura states, or do they follow changes in
behavior, or perhaps, do both change at the same time as the
result of changes in some third variable? Moe and Zeiss
(Note 5) have bequn investigating the question of direction
of causality using a perceptual notor task. 1Ianitial results
suggest that at 1least for this kind of a task, changes in
self-efficacv expectations wmay lag behind changes in per-
formance as subjects are 1learning a new perceptual aotor
task.

Bandura presents no data specifically addressing this
issue. However, he does present a logical arquaent based on

the available empirical data. He concludes by stat. ~q,
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Any alternative causal explanation for different lines

of evidence would have to invoke a superordinate media-

tor that controls both efficacy judgment and behavior.

Such a mediator would have to be an exceedingly complex

one to account for the diverse sets of relationships.

To cite but a few exaaples, it would have to affect

differentially efficacy judgments and Lehavior result-

ing trom @2aximal enactive mastervy: it would have to
produce different levels of self-efficacy from equiva-
lent reductions in experienced fear arocusal and cogni-
tive mastery; it would have to produce variable effi-
cacy . judgments from similar partial mastery
experiences; and it would have to explain conqrueence
between efficacy judgment and behavior across markedly

different types of behavior. (Bandura et al., 1980, p.

62)

Schunk (1981) has shed some 1liqht on the causal rela-
tionships amonqg the variables involved. In line with self-
efficacy theory, he hyvypothesized that treatment (for arith-
aetic deficiencies) would affect accuracy and persistence
indirectly through self-efficacy. However, rath analysis of
his data di& not support his model. His data were consist-
ent with a m@model that also included a direct path from
treatment to accuracy. Schunk's analysis suggqgests, aRmong
other things that a model postulating a causal relationship
between self-efficacy and behavior with self-efficacy pre-
cedinqg behavior is tenable. Hovwever, more research on cau-
salitv is needed.

The discrepanzies that sometimes occur ltetween self-ef-
ficacy expectations and actual behaviors are another point
of interest in sel f-efficacy theory as it stands now. In
his work with snake phobics, microanalysis revealed discre-
pant predicfions 10 to 25 percent of the time (Bandura &

Adans, 1977: Bandura et al., 1977 . In work with
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dgoraphotics, <Landura Zouna liscreparcles ir predictions 24
percent of the tige at pratreataent assessnernt. After
treataent, Jiscrevasncies i predictions occurred froa 11 to
1Y vercent c¢i the tide dependind Ju the treatment Jroup.
pandura found tle subijects WwhOo were in the rarticipant mou-
¢ling and vicarious aodeling Jgroups shoses a sligat but non-
sigunificant tendenZy to overcstliaate subsedguent perforuaance.
Subijects who Wwere Ln  cognitive wodaling and Jesensitizitiorn
groups showed slight put ais2 nonsigniiicant tendencies to
drderastizate subsequaint perrormarnce.

in work with zhildren showinag vons 1ritihietic achieve-
ment, higher discrepincies hiave oe2u {vdiid. Schuanx (193 1)
Leports discrepancies between prelictions aad perforaance
15.3 to 41.7 percent o0f the tine dependial ¢n the treatment
JILOUup aud Jdearee 2£ trainiog or  tne type of protlen asked
ioo0ut, vandura and 3chuank (1981, siailarly, fourd discre-
panclres LetWeen self-afficacy expoectaticns  ang performance
irom 20 tuo 49 percent of the time with overestimates ceirna
the wmost common directicn fOrC eCLOTS-.

Althouahk it is true that self-efficacy rredictions pro-
vide ror a fairiv dool hit rate, it does seea curious that
people are Wiroang akout what they will do 10 to nearly 50
percent of the tiliic. These discrepant predictions are dis-
cussed brietly by sanlura (1981). For exasfple, he satgests
that physicu. or socilal constraiuts may liszit perfocmance.

LiCck of incentive coiad lead to a discrepancy between self-
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efficacy judqgqments and actual performance. Finally, he
suqggests that the self-efficacy expectations may siaply be
wronq due to insufficient experience with the task or to
personal factors which distort djudgqments. This discussion
of discrepancies from nredictions is intuitively appealing
but adds vétv little in teras of an explanation for what
happens and why. Purther, it does not provide any basis for
predicting whether discrepant estimates will be overesti-

mates or underestimates.

Plans and Behavior

At various times psychologists have proposed that plans
tor beahvior are important determinants of actual behavior.
For example, Miller, Galanter, and Pribram (1960) developed
a theory of behavior that was based on a notion of plans as
the basic explanatory structure determining the behaviors
engaged in.. They define a plan as "any hierarchical process
in the orqanism that can control the order in vwhich a
sequence of operations is to be performed” (p. 16). They
state that "any complete description of behavior should be
adequate to serve as a set of instructions; that is, it
should, have the characteristics of a plan that could quide
the action described" (p. 16). It is in this same sense
that this paper uses the word “plan." That is, a plan is a
set of instructions that a person uses to quide behavior.
Miller and his colleaques suggested not only that plans are

basic to discussing behavior but also that plams for human
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behavior can Dbe discussed effectively in tersms of
information processing and computer analogies. Shallice
(1972) walking through this opened door, has published one
of the better intoramation processing models of consciousness
and behavior. He postulates "action systems" each of which
has a qoal or éet of qoals. When a particular action systenm
becomes activated by input from either perceptual or motiva-
tional systeas or other action systems, it pursues a partic-
ulaf goal by implementing a sequence of acticns. The iapor-
tant point for this discussion is that there is a sequence
of actions, analogous to steps in a coaputer program, which
is Availablé for use by the action system in obtaining its
qoal. In the terms of the model proposed below, the
sequence of actions is the plan for behavior.

Hore}tecentlv. Ccarver and Scheier (1981) have discussed
attention and self-requlation as basic elements of a control
theory of human behavior which they propose as a means of
inteqrating a number of areas of psychology. Again, the
relevant point for this discussion is that they assume the
existence of proqrams or plans to use for directing behav-
ior.

Reason (1979) has taken an interesting look at what is
happening when actions do not go as planned. But, again,
the assumption is that behavior is planful and that it makes
sense and is possible to talk about the plans people have or

can generate for their behavior.

- -
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However, inother line ©0f <research railses questions
about tue reasonableness of talking about, auch less Jdoing
iesearch that depends or identifyving the rlans thit people
anave 10r their behaviors. disbett aad wilsor (1277), s
iell as others (Jayvynas, 19761, present data which suggests
that, even if plans exist, they rcay not be kaowatle Ly the
weople who use thei. Evern 1f people arc somehow aware of
their vlans, thev may not be akle to verbalize them. Fur-
ther, 1iif a plan i3 verbaiszZed, 1t may not retflect the plac
actually used.

Misbett and Wilson's (1977) research suggests specfi-
cally that rpeople nay have iittle oOr no direct awareness of
their cogqnitive processes. Their research incluaed both
cetrospective as well as prelictive tasks. Of particular
1aterest for the presvunt paper 1is their apalyvysis of HMaier's
(1931 study oun prchleu-solving. They poiat out that peo-
vie, incliuding great mathewaticiaas, scientists, Wwriters,
ind philosophers, as well as Maici's aose ordinary suhjects
say be akble to state the sotution to a problem put are una-
vie to accurately describe the process throuagh whick they
arrived at their solutions.

Nisbett and wilson's conclusions, as a uinimum, snggest
a threat to the molel proposed later in this paper, To the
extent that people are unable to accurately state a plan for
what thev iantend to Jo, the zodel would te urtestable. How-~

ever, Vishett and wilsorn did not actually as« their subijects
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the kinds of questions thdt are accaessary to test the
vroposed model since taey were interested in answering dif-
rerent gucstions. Testing tne model preposed Ly tais parer
requires asking subjects what theii plans are Zor pediformirng
a specific task. That is, askihg "How are you Joing to qgo
about doing this?" The auswer to this question does not
necessarily requirs an introspective self-report of hov a
person developed a plan £or doing the task irn questiom. All
that is required is for the person to r1eport the outcouse or
product of uLis/her wmental process. It see1s5 reasonable to
counsiuer a verkbalized vlan to be a proauct ot a mentali proc-
ess (white, 1980}, which, Hisvett and wilisourn state 1s guite
Knowable. ilowever, it remains'to be seen how well people
can state vplans for a tasx ino advance and how useful and
accurate those plans prove to be.

Mischel and Pattecsoﬁ (1976, 1980:; Patterson & #ischel,
1975) have come the closest to investigating these specific
guestions. They provided children with a variety of kirnds
of plans for resisting temptation and iookeu at the rela-
tionshkips between these plans for resisting teaptation and
the behavior of actuall§ resisting temptaticn. They found
that haviag ar appropriate plan made a sigopificant differ-
ecce in children's ability to resist temptation. Their work
suggests that, for preschool children, elabcrated plans are
superior to uanelabarated plans. Suggesting a qensrallv suc-

cessful strateqgy fe.q., "Tonink of somethang to remind you to
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a0t be distracted%) d3id uwor lead to as gcod a perforauance as
SU3Jesting a ofe 2oablete strategy (ee.de, Y“lhink of souc-

-

thing vou can say to reciul you te rot ke distracted. For
example, vou could say, 'I'a not jJorng to let Ar. Clown sSox
pester me.'"). Thevy also found that plans for irhilniting
temptations ("I'm aot going to Le distracted Ly that") ire
wore eftective than nlans reminding the child ot pleasant
conscaueuces ("If I wor< now, I can play with the fun toys
tater™). Both or tiaese Xinus of piinus are superior to plans
which are tagk-faciiitating ("I a2 qoirg to do this work
uow") and to irrelovant plaus or uwo plaans at all. They con-
clude that plans, even gfelatively sisple plans, <an have aw
iaportant cffect on perforxance ana that it will ke impor-

tant to 1loox at other aspects of the relationship between

vlans and behavior (Mischel & Patterson, 1596(C).

This studv proposes dau elaboration of Bandura's self-
¢fficacy tneorv {Banlura, 1977a, 1977L, 1981, 1in press)
4hich incorpcrates the idea of plans fcr Lehavior. This
elaborated wmcdel states that both self-efficacy expectations
ard pecrformance can be discussed iu terazs of the quality of
the plan a persor has for perforaing a srpecific betavior
(See Figure 2). lhe valid;ty and aceqgquacy of this elabo-
iated model were investigated iua  two different xinds of

experilental taskKs. Cne task involvad socia. celbaviorse.

ihe other task involved cognitive anu motor sckills.

prgee e 258 . - -
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Proposed model incorporating the notion of plans for

behavior.

Figure 2
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As mentioned above, a plan is thought of as something
vhich is used to guide behavior. A plapn may be a visual
imaqge, as is sometimes used for training athletes (Gallvwey,
1978y . A plan can also be a verbal set of step-by-step
instructions. Plans can vary in teras of completeness and
accuracy. A complete, accurate plan should ordinarily lead
to qood performance.  ctually, several researchers and the-
orists have previously discussed this relationship between
the quality of a plan (qood, fair, poor) and the performance
of behaviors based on that plan. Although they do not focus
on this relationship, Miller, Galanter, and Pribram (1960)
do make it clear that they believe plans must be at least
adequate for pertormance to turmn out as desired.

Reasén (1979) provides some data which clearly suqgest
that inadequate plans lead to unintended results. Although
his data are somewhat informal and only on situations where
the results are unintended, Reason's analysis suqgests that
plans qo awry when they are not complete--especially when
thevy lack adequate control steps and steps for checking
pPrLogress.

ciearlv, the complexity of the task will be a major
determinant of how accurate and complete a rlan must be to
lead to a gqood performaance. Pairly simple tasks require
only a siaple plan. Buiiding a square sided box requires
much less 6f a plan than building a three bedrooa house.

Beadinq a book rejuires a 1less complete plan than writing
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one. In general, a plan that is adequate to the task in
gquestion should lead to better verformance than a plan that
1S inadequate. Hiller et al. {1960) suggest that plans are
not necessarily static and may even be improved upon as they
are being executed. This is consistent with the experience
of starting a proiect without really knoving what to do.
Unless the task 1is very time limited it zay be possible to
figure out ihat to do while working on the task. In this
kind of situation, althougqh the initial plan was inadequate,
the final plan could very well be even better than necessary
to provide for a good performance.

So far the quality of plans has been discussed in teras
of obijective judgments. That is, trained judges using
objective criteria could rate a plan as adequate dr inade-
quate to .the task in question. In a similar vein, each
individual could, if asked, probably rate his/her plan for
adequacy wusing whatever internal stardards were usually
used. In the present aodel, this subjective judqaent made
by the individual is referred to as satisfaction with the
plan. Additionally, each individual could then indicate
whether the plan vwas adequate for him/bher considering the
task, the situation, his/her abilities, past experiences,
current physical and mental condition, and vhatever other
factors seemed relevant. This second subdective judqment
is, 1in effect, the individual's self-efficacy expectation

tor the behéviors being coasidered. Satisfaction with the
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plan is proposed as a major determinant of self-efficacy.
The other determinants of self-efficacy involve estimates of
the individual's ability to carry out the plan in the spe-
cific situation beinq considered.

It 1is assumed that people will ordinarily generate
plans that they can carry out themselves. In other vords,
vhen thinking about how to do a task, people will take their
ovn abilities, the situation, their past experiences, knowl-
edge of what works for others, and so forth into account as
they develop or select their plan. It is assumed that when
people have a gqood plan--that is, the plan is objectively
complete enough and accurate enouqh for the task--they will
have a feeling of kpowing what to do. They will be satis-
fied thatrthe plan is a gqood one and simultaneously that it
takes into account their own abilities to do the task in the
situation in which it must be done. Therefore, if asked a
self-efficaév question, they will indicate theyvy can do the
behavior and will indicate fairly high confidence that they
can do it.

On the other hand, vhen people have a plan that is
objectively incomplete or inadequate for performing a spe-
cific behavior, it is assumed that they would usually recog-
nize that it is a poor plan and be dissatisfied with their
plan. They would predict that they could not do the task as
described. These two sets of circuastances would account

’

for the fairly high congruence found between self-efficacy
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expectations and perforaance (Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura
et al., 1977;: Bandura et al., 1980; Bandura & Schunk, 1981;
Schunk, 1981 . Specifically, a good plap should lead to
satisfaction with the plan and be associated with both good
performance and hiqh self-efficacy expectations (See Fiqure
3a) . A poor plan coupled with recognition that the planm is
poor should lead to dissatisfaction with the plan, low effi-
cacy expectations, and poor performance (See Figqure 3b). 1In
these situations, the proposed model probably does not lead
to predictions different from those made by the basic self-
efficacy model. However, as discussed above, self-efficacy
theory does not address the 10 to nearly 50 percent of the
situations where the expectations that subjects express are
not met. The proposed wmodel provides a framework for
describing what happers and for predicting the direction of
the discrepancies.

In one situation, a person may have a perfectly qgood
plan but may be dissatisfied with the plan. In this case,
the person would be likely to have low self-efficacy expec-
tations: but, if pushed into trying to perform the behavior,
would do well (See Piqure 3c). This situation describes a
compulsive person whose internal standards require that each
and every detail be nailed down in advance. Some behaviors
do0 not require extremely detailed plans. A vard can be
moved with only a sketchy plan. Alterpatively, a person

with a good vplan may recognhize that the plan is good--that
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Figure 3

Diagrammatic representations of various situations
where self-efficacy expectations are congruent or
incongruent with performance.




Congruent Situations

Good Plan > Good Performance
Satisfactione——>High Self!ﬂ
efficacy
a
Poor Plan >Poor Performance
\\\\*5 Dissatisfaction—>Low Self- '
efficacy
b

Incongruent Situations

Good Plan = Good Performance
\\\55 Dissatisfaction—>Low Self?
efficacy
c
Good Plan > Good Performance
\\\\55 Satisfaction——>Low Self
efficacy
d
Poor Plan > Poor Performance

\\\\55-Satisfaction~—-—e>ﬂigh Self~-
efficacy

e
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is, be satisfied-~but doubt hiss/her ability to carry it oaut
due to perceived lack of skill, environmpeptal copstraiants
which may present theamselves, or a general self-doubt. This
is a situation which could also lead to qood performance
despite 1low self-efficacy expectations (See Piqur: 34).
This situation would describe a person who once was a good
weather forecaster but due to a period of extreme emotional
distress now believes that he cam no lonqer do much of any-
thipng well, including making a weather forecast despite the
fact that he is fully aware that he knows how to. If for
some reasoan he weré forced into making a forecast, it would
be as accurate a torecast as anyone can make.

Discrepancies between self-efficacy ezxpectations and
behavior can also occur when a person overestimates what
he/she will do. In terms of the Droposéd model, this occurs
when a person has an obijectively poor plan but for some rea-
son believes that it iLs satisfactory. This inadequate plan
1s most likely to lead to poor performance vwhile the indi-
vidual's satisfaction with the plan should lead to high
self-efficacy statements (See Fiqure 3e). This situation
can occut wvhen a task is new or the environment surrounding
the task has changed. For example, a qood bigh school stu-
dent mav find that bhe/she does not get an A on his/her first
college term paver despite high efficacy expectations.

In suammaryv, then, the proposed model suqgests that both

self-efficacy expectations and performance are related to
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the vian for Lbwibavior ttiat a vperson has or 1is aole to
Jenerate. A rerson's satisraction witih his/sher plan is a
sajor contrituter to seli-efrficacy expectatious. Perfora-
ance depends, in large part, on how obLijectively adeqguate the
‘blan is, as weli as 3zlif-efricacy exrectatiors,

utner Aspects of tne Prouposed Modal]

Actual perforaance of Lchaviors also depends on varia-
tles other than adeguacy the vperson's plan and the nerson's
satisfaction wita that plana. For oue tning, 1t depends on
the persont's iuntention to verfora the Lkehavicr. This 1is
similar to the 1l2as oropused by Fishbein and Adzen (19,7
and discussed Ly bentler ana Speckart (1979). In teras of
the proposed zodel, Lintention is determinea Ly the osutcoxe
gxpectancy--that is, the pavoft--and self-efficacy c¢ipecta-
tions. The outcom= egpectdarncy, as rpropcsed Ly Bandura
{1977a), 1is siamply the person's belief about what will hap-
oen if a specific behavior 1is perforaed. Self-efficacy
c¢xpectations enter 1nto iateation as a aseasure of how cer-
tain the person is that he/sltie caua perforn the behavior.
dypotieses

The studies done rfor this paper did not atteaot to
validate this erntire model. Iunstead they focused on the
relationships aaona four variables and atteprted to hold the
sther variables cornstante. dypotheses were made Aapout the
relationslipns aamoud (1) tne aguality of the plan, (L) sSatis-

faction with the plan, (cC) self-etficacy exiectatioans, and
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(1) vertormance O>f task sehaviorsa fhe ©ajor hypotheses
were as follows:

1. There will De 31 siguificant, positive relaitionsaip
vetween the objective analitvy of the plar and perfornauce.

2. Theve Wwill bL:» o significant, wpcesitive realtioashie
vetween the obijective qiuasity of the plan  ard satisfaction
with the plar.

3. 1Tlhere wili ke a sicuiricaut, positave relatioaship

ficacy expec-

Ft

setween satistaction with the plan and sel:i-e
tationse.

4. There wisi De a sidgnifilcaut, positive relatioashio
betweern self-efficacy expectations anld perforaance.

5. ihe relationship Letween the quality of the plaa and
performince wili be cousistently larger thaan the relation-
ship bhetween selrf-afficacy 2xpectations and vperformince.
ihe zero-ordcr correliitious wavy not be siagnificantly differ-
ent hut across poth studies the airecticn of the difference
«1l]l alwavys te the saune, Aiditaionally, the part correla-
tions between quality of the plan and perriocrzance holding
selt-efricacy constadt and tetween seif-efficacy and per-
formarnce hoiding guality of the plan constant will be con-
pared. 1t is predicted that the part correlation betweewn
quality of the plan and peiformance wili tLe sigrnificantly
larger.

Path analyses will be used to evaiuate whether the rel-~

dationshivs specitfied DLy the proposed wodel are cousistent




LS e B e

29
dith the data.

One additional expioriatory hyrothesis was investigated.
it was predicted that #hen there are aiscrepancies between
self-cfficacy expectations 1.l performance, good plans w#ill
e found 1n those cases where percoraance is uvnderestinated
and poor plans will be fouund in those <cases where perforp-

ance is overestimated.

These hypotheses were evaluated 1L two separate experi-

s Were used in

P

Jental tasks. Ta0 differeit xinds of tas
orcer to> allow for conceptual replication ard validation ot
the proposed uwondel. The tasks were chosen fcr lack of over-
iap in the skills and abilities needed., Alsc, it wis possi-
ble with these tas<s to eiicit the mazximua rossible 20tiva-
tion by arrapgiag Ifor positive outcoLc expectancies.
Additionally, each of the tasxs was such that a plaa for
perforaing them could be ovbpjectively rated and perforamance
could Le obiectively aeasured. Furtiher, it was possible to
1sK izout sAatisfaction with tae plam in each case. Finally,
it Was possivle to develop a weanin~ 11 set cf self-efficacy
guestions for each Dbehavior iuvouved. These tasss are

uescriied further in the methods sections.




CHAPTER II
METHOD
Study 1

Subjects

Subjects were 70 men and 82 women from introductory
psychology classes. Each subject was runm in a same sex dvad
with a research assistant acting as another subject.
Brocedure

During a preparatory iaterview, the experimenter told
each subject that he/sne would participate imn a 10 ninﬁte
conversation with one other subject. Subjects vere told
that ve were interested in seeing how a variety of kinds of
conversational styles and personal attributes affect conver-
sations. However, in fact, all subjects were qivea the same
task: Dominate the conversation. Subijects were told that
to get the conversation going, they would be asked to take
about a wminute to introduce themselves to each other and
that after that they vere to talk about at least three of
six moderately controversial topics (e.q., Should X-rated
sovies be shovn oa campus?) tor the rest of the time. This
task is similar to the one used by Blumenfeld (1977). Then
each subject was tald

You have been randomly selected to play the role of a

person who dominates the conversation. By ‘'dominating!

we mean that vou should be able to manaqge the conversa-

tion, direct it as vou wish, and generally control what

is talked about, and for how loaq. That is, we mean

that vou and the other persom should Le talking about

the topics that you introduce. e also mean that the
other person should be agreeinqg with you--or at least
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not disaqreeing with yvou--on any subiject that you talk
about..

Development of Individual Plans. To elicit individual
plans for doaminatinqg the conversation, the experimenter said
Since it is important that you play this role well, I

am going to give vou five minutes or so to write out a

plan for how you will go about dominating the conversa-

tion. I want vyou to write down, in as much detail as
possible, exactly what vou will do that will help you
actually run the conversation the entire tinme.
Subjects were then given a piace of paper on which to Yrite
down their plans. The paper had the sampe instructions
printed on the top.

After about five ainutes, the experimenter returned.
Without looking at the subject's vwritten plan, the experi-
aenter said in a anomevaluative way, "I would like vyou to
look over vyvour plan once more to see if there is anything
else at all that vou wmight do--especially if what vyou
already have planned doesn’t work." If any additional ideas
vere suqgested, the experimenter had the sufkject write thenm
do¥n on the paper.

ti uali of the Plans. Individual written

plans for dominating conversations vwere rated by four

trained raters using criteria adapted from Blumenfeld

(¥377), Polger (1980), Rogers and Ferace (1975), and Rogers

and Jones (1975). The scoring form they used is shown in
Fiqure 4.

Assessment of Satisfaction with Plap. When the subject

completely finished with his/her plan, satisfaction with the

il PISTRERTERA G PIAITE Al R e T L v v e e -
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Figure 4
Form used to rate plans for dominating conversations.
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Dominance Plan Scoring Criteria

Subject Number: Coder Number :

Give one point for each general tactic included in the
plan. Give one point for a specific example of how a
general tactic might be implemented. A subject may get
one point for including a general tactic, or one point for
stating a specific way a general tactic might be used, or
two points for iamcluding both a general statement of the
tactic and a specific example.

General Specific

1. Talk as much as possible

2. Introduce the topics to be
talked about

3. Keep the conversation on the
topics you want to talk about

Interrupt cften

Ask closed-end questions

Speak authoritatively

~N o W

Get in the last word on any topic
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plan vas assessed by having the subject cosplete the form
illustrated in Fiqure 5. The experimenter explained the
torm but had the subject fill it out alome and seal it in an
envelope with the plan wvhen completed.

As shown in Fiqure 5, there are three questions about
satisfaction with the ©plan. Each question is followed by
five seven-point scales. The first three scales (Good-Bad,
Worthless-Valuable, Clear-Hazy) are from Osqood, Suci, and
ianpenbaum (1957) and load .88, .79, and .59, respectively,
on their evaluative factor (factor I). The last tvwo scales
{Complete-Incomplete, Inaccurate-Accurate) seemed like good
semantic differential items for the questions asked and were
included with the expectation that they would be well corre-~
lated with the first three scales. Since these scales vexeg,
in fact, highly correlated with the scales from Osgood et
al., they vwere used in calculating a total satisfaction
score for each subiect. The total satisfaction score vas
calculated by summing all ratings on all scales for all
three questions after reversing the scores for the Good-Bad,
Clear~Hazy, and Coaplete~Incomplete scales. Reversing these
scores made it so that for all scales a seven indicated the
@0st positive rating and a one indicated the least positive
rating.

Assessaent of Self-eificacy Expectations. Self-effi-
cacy expectations were obtained using the questionnaire

shown in Fiqure 6. Aqain, the experimenter explained the
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Figure 5

Form used for assessing satisfaction with plan for dom-
inating the conversation.
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Satisfaction with Plan

Please use the five scales listed below to rate your plan
for controlling what topics are discussed. Circle one
number on each scale.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Worthless Valuable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Clear Hazy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Complete Incomplete
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Inaccurate Accurate

Please use the five scales listed below to rate your plan
for controlling when topics are discussed and for how long.
Circle one number on each scale.

b, I L. b - —

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good Bad
1 2 E) 4 5 7
Worthless Valuable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Clear Hazy
1 2 3 A 5 6 7
Complete Incomplete
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Inaccurate Accurate
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Please use the five sclaes listed below to rate your plan

for getting the other person to agree with you. Circle

one number on each scale.

3.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Worthless Valuable
1 3 3 4 5 6 7
Clear Hazy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Complete Incomplete
1 3 3 4 5 6 7
Inaccurate Accurate

Put your plan and this form in the envelope provided.

Then please let the experimenter know that you are done.
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Figure 6

Form used for assessing self-efficacy expectations
dominating a conversation.

for




Dominance Efficacy Scale

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
quite moderately absolutely
uncertain certain certain

Use the scale above to answer the following questions.

39

Can Do Confidence

If you make your very best effort in a
ten minute conversation with a stranger,

can you

1. Dominate
2. Dominate
3. Dominate
4. Dominate
5. Dominate

the
the
the
the

the

conversation
conversation
conversation
conversation

conversation

for 2 minutes

for 4 minutes

for 6 minutes

for 8 minutes

for 10 minutes

When this form is completed, please put it in the enve-
lope provided.
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forms but subjects completed it on their own aad sealed in an
envelope.

Q;dgh of Assessment. Half the subjects developed their
plans first and half the subjects rated their self-efficacy
expectations first. In all cases, satisfaction with the
plan was assessed immediately after the plan was developed.

Additional Instructions to Provide Motivation. After

all of the assessment procedures were done Lut before leav-

1ng the raom where the assessment was done, the experimenter
attenmnpted to increase the subiject's motivation to make a
serious effort to dominate the conversation by saying

Before I gqet you started on a conversation with the
other person, I want to say that it is extremely impor-
tant that vyvou make your best effort to dominate this
conversation. I also want to 1let you know that there
will be an observer watchinge. If he decides that you
bave really been trying, vwe will give you an extra half
hour of experimental credit.

In fact, all subjects were given the extra credit.
gconversation. The subiject was taken by the experimen-
ter to a room with a one-wavy window where the coanversation
was videotaped. The experimenter would then brinq in a con-
federate and introduce him/her as another subiject. The con-
federate was always the same sex as the subject. The exper-
imenter started by saving
We are interested in seeing how a variety of factors
affect conversatiouns. S50 we are qoing to ask the two
of vyou to have a conversation about any three of these
six topics (handing a list of topics to each person}).
To get things started, 1 wvant each of you to introduce
yourself and talk about yourself for a minute. You can

tell anyvything about vyourself that you feel 1like shar-
ing. I a@ gqoing to leave now and I will be back in

_
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acwout 1) windtes. (Looalng 3t tne confederate) 350 Why
don't you start by introduclhig youcself?

lhe coureucrate woull ygive a stindard intrciuction lasting
4fout 4 cinute UL eS3 he/sdae was lnterrapted it which case
ae/she would 3top 1nl not Dnpother witn Coupsteting tae intro-
uuctiona Approximately onue rinute (according to a clock 1ii
the roon) after the subject started talskinag auné regaridless
JOf what tue susiject Wwas tawking akout, the cenfederite would
34V, "davbe we'l better talg acout . . . {introduciny one
vl the toplils oun the sheet)." Aprroxlaateiry tiaree ainutes

sater hes/she woaldl s31v the sake thing again and iatrodiace

anpother topic. Thed 1pproiiaately two minutes before tne
end of the conversation, the cornfederite would sSuqgqgest
ainother topic. At o2ther times daring the ccaversation, the

confederate would siaply rcespond to what the subiject saii,
LUt alwavs espressed 1 view aild.y difierent froom the sup-
ject's, Coufelderates atteavted to produce a conversational
tone like that in a discussion that considers aiternative
points of view without being ac arquamernt. They vpracticed
this with cach other 11nd «#1th trial supijects in  order to
43SUre 1 reasouably standard wvresentation. Adiitiorally,
they observed each other throughout Jdata coilection and
cecelved additiopal training as neceded to help provide for
coutinuinug continuity across coufederates.

epforaance 4€3134iC5a Four sets oOf three trained

coders watched th2 videotapod couversations ana rdated sub-

jects tor dowminance usinjy tne £OCw Showid in Figure *  IZvery
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Figure 7

Form used by trained coders to rate subjects' dominance.

PRSI S PR . R . PLS

.~




43

Dominance Rating Form

Subject Number: Coder Number:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Somewhat Extremely
Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic
Subject 2.5 5 7.5 10

Assertive Assertive
Dominating Dominating
Passive Passive
Yielding Yielding

Total time subject talked:

Total time conversation lasted:

Definitions

Assertive = A person who presents his/her point of view
directly but not in a way that is aggressive or
ingsensitive to the feelings of others.

Dominating = A person who manages and controls a conver-
sation. He/she elicits agreement with his/her opinion.

Passive = A person who lets others control everything. He/
she agrees to virtually anything the other person says.

Yielding = A person who will state a position and then back
down when challenged. He/she may offer some resistence
before giving in but always gives in.
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two and a half mioutes, they would stop the tape and rate
the subject on four scales (Assertive, Doainating, Passive,
fieldinqg). Definitions for these scales are shown in Fiqure
7. Scores on the Passive and Yielding Scales were reversed
and added to the scores on the Assertive and Doainating
scales to produce the coder's rating of a subiject's domi~
gance in the conversation. All three coders' ratings wvere
added to produce a single score of dominance.

Folgqer (1980) has shown that floor time or the propor-
tion of the total time a subiject talks in a coanversation is
a reasonably good measure of dominance in a conversation.
To provide a measure of floor time, two timers used stop
watches to determine the amount of time that each subdect
talked during the conversation. The times froam the two tiwm-
ers were averaged. The averaqe time wvas divided by the
total time the conversation lasted to gqive a measure of the
proportion of the total time each subject talked.

Debriefing. All subijects were debriefed after the con-
versation. The rationale for the study apd the expected

results and implications were explained.

Study 2
dubiects
Subiects vere 107 students in court reporting classes.
Procedure

Trained experimenters, who were not the reqular class-

room teachers, gave the following instructions to each class
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of student court reporters, "We are doing research that has
to do, 1ip part, with what helps to produce well done tran-
scriptions of question and answer testimony. I am going to
be asking vou to do several things today to help us with
this research." At this point half the subijects were asked
to develop their plans for producing a perfect final copy of
a transcript of question and answver testiazony and half were
asked about their self-efficacy expectations for that task.

Pevelopment of Individual Plans. To elicit individual
plans for doing the court reporting task, the experimenter
gave each subject a piece of paper with the following
instructions printed on the top,

Oon this page, please write out a thoroughly complete

plan for how vou go about vproducing a perfect tran-

script of question and ansvwer testipony oresented at
the speed vou are currentyly using iana vyour own class.

Wwrite down each and every step of the process as if you

were writing instructions for someone else to follow.

If vyou. have any questions about what to do, please

raise your hand.

When a student finished writing his/her plan, the
experimenter would say, %I would like vou tc look over your
plan once @more just to check to see if there is anything
else vyou would include.® If any additional plan was sug-
gested, the experimenter would have the subject write it
dovn. The subject would then put the plan in an envelope
provided by the experimenter.

atingq the Qualit of the ans. Plans developed by

subjects were rated by two trained raters using evaluation

criteria deieloped in pilot work. The fora they used is

-
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shown in Fiqure 8. Bach rater gqave each subject a score
which depended on the number of plan elements included in
the plan. The two scores vwere averaqed to give a aeasure of
the quality of the subiect?!s plan.

Assessment of Satisfaction with Plans. When the plan
was completed, the experimenter gave the subject the form
shovn in Fiqure 9. This form was used for assessing satis-
faction with the plan. As in Study 1, there are five scales
following each guestion. The first three scales are from
Osgood et al. (1957) while the last two scales were included
as additiomnal, potentially useful scales. They were evalu-
ated in the same way as described for Study 1. As in Study
1, the twd additional scales were.hithy correlated with the
three taken from Jsqood et al.; so, all five scales were
used ip computing subijects' satisfaction scores. When sub-
jects had filled out the Satisfaction form, they put it in
the envelope with their plan.

Assesspent of Self-efficacy Expectations. Self-effi-
cacy expectations were assessed using the form shown in Fig-
ure 10. The experimenter explained the form but had sub-
jects fill it out on their own and seal it in an envelope
when completed.

Performance Measutes. The reqular classroom teachers
presented a standardized two-voice question and ansver tes-
timony test at the speed and difficulty curreatly beinqg used

in the class. This was a reqular, required test for the

. ““&.e‘.’.mx R A T el gy AP - e s b EER EEad
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Figure 8
Form used to rate plans for court reporting task.
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Scoring Criteria for Court Reporting Plans

Subject Number: Coder Number:

1. Read over machine notes.

a.
b.

Cc.

Clarify questionable outlines on notes.

Make corrections in punctuation, pargraphing
and so forth.

Mark words which need to have spellings
checked

2. Read over notes again.

3. Research unfamiliar words, names, addresses,
and so forth.

4. Check the margins on the typewriter.

5. Set tabs so they are appropriate for type of
testimony.

6. Type carefully.
7. Read ahead in notes to avoid confusion while
typing.

8. Proofread the transcript.
a. Proofread against machine notes.
b.

Cc.

Check for spelling errors.
Check for punction errors.

9. Proofread a second time.

o A AT PR NIl e B S b

10. Use a cassette recorder, if possible.

N e S N PSR - LA
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Form used for assessing satisfaction with the plan for
doing a court reporting task.

B

Figure 9
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Satisfaction with for Court Reporting

Please use the five scales listed below to rate your plan
for insuring that you will have all the notes and informa-
tion you need before you start to type. Circle one num-
ber on each scale.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Worthless Valuable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Clear Hazy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Incomplete Complete
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Accurate Inaccurate

Please use the five scales listed below to rate your plan
for insuring that your final typed copy is perfect. Circle
one number on each scale.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good Bad
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Worthless Valuable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Clear Hazy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Incomplete Complete
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Accurate Inaccurate

Put your plan and this form in the envelope provided. Then
please raise your hand to let the experimenter know that
you are done.
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Figure 10

Form used for assessing self-efficacy expectations for

court reporting task.
l
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Court Reporting Efficacy Scale
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
quite moderately absolutely
uncertain certain certain

Use the above scale to answer the following questions.

For each question indicate your confidence that you can do
at least that well. 1If you have any questions about this
form, please raise your hand.

Can Do Confidence

In your own opinion and making your
very best effort,

1. Can you copy down all of a question
and answer testimony presented at the
level of difficulty and speed
currently being used in your class?

2. Can you at least read back the test-
imony with only minor variations from
what was presented to you?

3. Can you read back the testimony
exactly as it was presented to you?

4. On your first try, can you produce
a transcript of the testimony that is
at least readable and makes sense but
needs to be retyped?

5. On your first try, can you at least
produce a transcript which has only
minor errors that could be corrected
wothout retyping an entire page?

6. On your first try,
transcript that is
accurate?

7. On your first try,
transcript that is
percent accurate?

8. On your first try,
transcript that is
accurate?

When completed, put this form in the envelope provided and
raise your hand to let the experimenter know you are done.

AT BT v o et e

can you produce a
at least 90 percent

can you produce a
at least 98.5

can you produce a
100 percent
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students. Each subiect took the dictation and transcribed
it. Of the original 107 subijects, eight y-eight subijects
handed in a final copy of the transcript. This was graded
by two trained graders using a standardized qrading method.
The average of th2 two graders scores was used as the sub-

jects' performance measure.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The results for Study 1 will be presented first. Then
the results for Study 2 will be presented.
Results for Study 1
Descriptive Statistics. Means, standard deviations and

other descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1.

Reliability of Assessment Instruments. The internal

consistency and the inter-rater reliability of the plans for

dominating the conversation were computed. Fiqure 4 shows
the form used for assessing the plans that subijects devel-
oped. The coefficieat alpha was .653. The intraclass cor-
relation with four raters was .772.

Each subject evaluated his/ker plan for dominating the
conversation by completing the form shown in Figure 5. The
first three scales following each question (Good-Bad, Valua-
ble~-Worthless, Clear-Hazy) were takea from the evaluative
factor reported in Osqood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957). The
last twvo scales following each question (Complete-Incon-
plete, Accurate-Inaccurate) were included as two additional
scales. To evaluate vhether either or both of the addi-
tional scales should be used in computing subjects' satis-
faction scores, each additional scale was correlated with
the sum of the three scales from O0sqood et al. Por the Com-
DLete-Inc5lplete scale, g (152) = .844, p < .001. For the

Accurate-lnaccurate scale, £ (152) = .833, p < .001. These

A P SN
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correlations We¢re  Soasidered high euough o 1se both
additional scales 1n cowbuting the satisraction Sscorc.
woefficlient alpvha ftor the satisfaction juestionnaicce wis
.924 based on 152 subiects.

The self-efricacy gquestionnaire 15  shewu it Figure 4.
ishe strenath scores  were used as the geasure of scif-efrfi-
Cacy expectations. These were computed by suwmwuing the con-
ridence estinates arnd dividing bty ([ive (the total uuukter of
estimates wade). based on 145 subjects, ccetficient 4lpnha
%3S «.6Jo for tue self-efficacy diaestivnnaire.

Coder ratings of hos dowlnant subjects were and propor-
tion ot tao total tilae the subiject talked duriuyg the conveco-
satlon were UuUsed 15 aeasures of doxaicance. IiLi® . +-ers
evaluated tane douainance of each subiject using the rort shown
in Figuie 7. Intracluss corielations were ccaputed for eact
set of taree raters. A Wwelyhted avorage intraclass correla-
tion was coaputed by aultipliving the uuamkber cf sukjects each
32t of raters rated by thelir intraclass correlation. The
sum of these products was divided bv  the total number of
sul jects rated. The 4eignted average iutraciass correiation
was .873., A Weighted average coefficient airha was coaputed
in the same way to evaluate the internal cousistency of tae
ratingse. This weighted average coefficient alpha was .831.
ror each subiject, one of three sets ot two coders tiaed the
agount of time that the subiject actually talked. Agaia, a

weiaghted averaje i1aterccier ¢orrediation was computed in the

e
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5dn€e TaLher a3 Jescribed anove. IThe weighted average
Correlation was <4995 The correlation betuween the si1a of

the Ccodei ratizngs and the pioportion ot the tiame the subpject

talked was .€23, df = Tww, p < UV 1.

4

Ztrects  o0of potentiatly contounciig Varliaocles. The

[ 3

OLder or presentation of the self-efficacy guestionnaire and
the plan deveiopument task diu not have a siquificant effect

on the obdjective quality of the plan (F(1,153) = 2.363, NS},

satistactiou with the plan (£(1,150) = 2.028, NS), self-a2f-
Lticacy expectations (E£(1,143}) = 0.280, 4S), coder ratings of
dominarce (Z(1,144) = 1,282, NS), or proportion of tiame the

subiect talxed (F(1,%44) = J.005, iS).

There was Lo 2ffect due to sex of subject on the gual-

ity of plan develosed (E(1,159) = 2.70, KNS}, satisfaction
Wwith plaw (E(1,150) = J.423, lis), or seif-efficacy-expecta-
tions (E(1,143) = 0.9, N3). However, there was a ciear sex

of subiject etfect oa boeth performance measures (Coder rat-
ings: (E(1,144) = 12.007, p < U01; prorortion of time:
(E(1,144) = 22.731, p < <001 4ith male subjects more domi-
narnt thaw female sulijects.

There were no eaxperiaclLter etfects for quality of the
plan (F(4.147y = 1.194, n3), satisfaction with the plan
(E(4,747) = 1.047, NS), self-ef£ficacy expectations (L (4,140)
= 1.001, 43), or coler ratindgs ot dominance, (E(4,147) =
1.697, NS. ilowever, 4 oue-wav ANCVA with prcportion of time

subjects talked as tne dependent wmeasure did sugqgest an

L ete ik et e WK .. W SR e ek

-
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experimenter effect, F- (4,11) = 3.557, p < .01. Since
female experimenters ran substantially more male subjects
than did male experimenters, it seemed that these results
might be due to the sex effect described above. An Experi-
aenter by Sex ANOVA with unequal n using an ordinary least
squares solution (cf. Overall & Spiegel, 1969) lends support
to a sex effect interpretation. The main effect for experi-
msenter (F(4,136) = 2.026, NS} and the Experimenter by Sex
interaction (F(4,136) = 1.076, NS) were both noasignificant.
The main effect for sex was significanmnt, (F(1,140) = 16.57,
P < .001.

Fipnally, a one-way ANOVA suggested a confederate effect

on both performance measures (coder ratings: P(4,141)

2.962, p < .05: proportion of time talked: (E(u4,101)
6.337, p <.001). However, this result , too, 1is better
explained as a sex effect since the confederate and the sub-
ject were always the same sex and since there vere no sig-
nificant differences between the two male confederates
{coder ratings: P(1,67) = 0.0, NS; vpropartion of time:
(1,67 = 0,449, NS) or amonqg the three female confederates
{coder ratings: F(2,74) = 0.01, ¥NS; proportion of time:
F(2,74) = 2.428, §S).

It seemed from inspection that the sex effects identi-
fied wmight represent differences in the mean performance
scores without representing any real differences in the rel-~

ationships among the variables. Correlations between each

-~y s m s 3 . e e,
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4

pair of variables were coamputed within sex. These
correlations are reported in Table 2. The differences
betveen the wmale and female correlations are reported in
Table 3. No significant differences were found between male
and female correlatioas. For this reason male and female
data were cosbined for the remaining analyses.

Tests of the Main Hypotheses. As predicted a siqpnifi-
cant, positive relationship was found between the objective
quality of the plan and both performance measures. For
coder ratings the correlation was .309 (df = 144, p < .001)
while the correlation with proportion of time was .251, 4f =
144, p <.001.

Contrary to prediction, the relationshir between objec-
tive quality of the plan and satisfaction with plan was noa-
significant, £ ({152) = -.062, NS. For the 141 subjects used
in the path analysis (i.e., subiects for vhom there wvere no
missing data), the correlation was .087, df = 139, NsS.

The relationship between satisfaction with the plan and
self-efficacy expectations wvas sigpificant (p(143) = .359, p
< .001" as predicted. Por the 141 subjects used in the path
analysis, the correlation was .38, df = 139, p < .001.

The relatioaship betweean self-efficacy expectations and
the performance measures vas also as predicted. The corre~
lation between self-efficacy and coder ratings vas .241, df=
139, p < .01. The correlation betveen self-efficacy and

proportion of time was .123, 4f = 139, p < .10.

W P AR e €T eme e 4T e ey

B
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Table 2
Male and Female Correlations for Study 1
Maleg Quality Satis- Self- Coder Percent
7 of Plan | faction |{ efficacy | Ratings { of Time
Females .
Quality .0868 .1118 .3632%%% } 15344
of Plan n =170 n = 66 n = 69 n = 69
Satis- . 0241 L4014%%% | 2135% .1315
faction n = 82 n = 66 . = 69 n = 69
Self- ~.0745 .3307%*%% .1321 .0244
efficacy n=179 n=179 n = 65 n = 65
Coder .2311*  |-.0136 .3251%% .6381
Ratings n =77 n=177 n=76 n = 69
Percent .3129%* .2037% .2366 L 5774%%%
of Time n=177 n=77 n=176 n=77
#p ( -10
*p £ .05
**p L .01
*%%xp < .001

co i MR, Fopn Mt BT NIRRT
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Table 3
Differences between Male and Female
Correlations for Study 12

Quality | Satis- Self- Coder Percent

of Plan | faction | efficacy | Ratings of Time
Quality . 0627 .1863 .1321 | -.1595
of Plan
Satis- .063 .0707 2271 | -.0722
faction
Self- - -
efficacy .187 . 082 .1930 L2122
Coder
Ratings .147 .231 . 204 .0607
Percent .170 .074 .218 .097
of Time

4The upper triangle shows differences between male and

female correlations (Male - Female).
shows differences after the original male and female

The lower triangle

correlations were transformed to Z_ and then subtracted.
Differences would have to be at lekst .283 for p< .10 and
at least .338 for p < .05.
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Hypothesis five called for a comparison of correlations
between quality of plan and the performance measures with
correlations between self-efficacy and the performance meas-
ures. There were no significant differences between the
zero-order correlations or between the part correlations;
but, as predicted, the plan-perforaance correlations (coder
= .286, progportion of time:

ratinags: = ,288,

L4(1.3)
=  ,222) were consistently larger than

£41

£2a 7 - 223, L401.3)

the efficacv-performance correlations (coder ratings:

L, °

= ., 239, proportion of time: C = ,123,

.2641, L,

£i3. 1)
.121.

54(3.1) - -

Path Analyses. Two path analyses were done to evaluate
the model proposed by this paper. One used coder ratings as
the final dependent measure and one usea proportion of tiame
the subject talked as the final dependent ameasure. The
model as drawn for a path analysis is shown ia Piqure 11a.
For simplicity of discussion, each of the variables will be
referred to as they are labeled in Fiqure 1t1a. The correla-
tion between satisfaction with the plan (Lz) and self-effi-
cacy expectationms (13) is equal to path coefficient By,
Path coefficients 241 and 243 vere estimated using the Ordi-
pary Least Squares method (Lewis-Beck, 1974). The objective
quality of the plan and the subjective satisfaction with the
plan are considered exogenous va:iables in this model. The

correlation between them is unanalysed--i.e., the factors

wvhich contribute to the correlation betvween them are not

A RS Tt v - - e e aes

g
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Figure 11

Path analysis models for an elaborated self-efficacy
model and for Bandura's original self-efficacy model.

AN B e s s it S8 s LR
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Objective
Quality
of Plan

Performance

Subjective

Satisfaction ::lzgiﬁiigzzy
with Plan P
X -
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Objective

Quality

of Plan
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Self-efficacy
Expectations
X3

Performance
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Subjective

Satisfaction

ith Plan
x2
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included in the model and the correlation Letween thea is
taken as a dgiven.

Path coefficients for these path analvyses are shown in
Table 4. The proposed model makes predictions for two cor-
relatioans. Specifically, the model implies that the direct

effect of quality of plan on self-efficacy is =zero and the

direct effect of satisfaction with the plan on performance
is zero. Therefore, the correlation between plan and self-
efficacy is entirely due to the indirect effect of plan on

self-efficacy as mediated by satisfaction with the plan.

Similarly. the correlation between s;tisfaction and pecform-
ance is due to indirect effects through quality of the plan
and through self-efficacy expectations. Symbolically these
predictions are stated as

£13 = Ey5B3,

E,4 = B41E15 * B43R3,

%fhen coder ratings are used as the final dependent var-

iable, E,, = .033 and £,, = .116. These differ from the T
1

obtained correlations by -.026 and ~-.021, respectively.

Nunnally (1967) suqgests that the average aksolute value of
the deviations is perhaps the best measure c¢f the fit of a i
model. For this analysis the averaqe absolute deviation is

«024 which is certainly within the 95% confidence interval

of approximately . 17 for these correlations. The multiple
B for the final dependent variable in this analysis was

.374, F(2,138) = 11.25, p < .06
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When proportion of time is wused as the final dependent
variable, §13 = .033 and §}4 = .066. These differ from the
obtained correlations by ~.026 and .131, réspectivelv. The
averaqe deviation is .078. Aqain, each of thé correlations
and the average absolute deviation are well within the 95%
confidence interval of approximately %.17. The multiple R
for the final dependent variable im this analysis is .254,
E(2,138) = 4.75, p < .05.

Two additional path analyses of these data were doane
using Bandura's (1977a) model in which he proposes self-ef-
ficacy as a central processor of relevant informatioan. This
model is shown in Fiqure 11b. In this model the obijective
quality of the plan and subjective satisfaction with the
plan are again exogenous variables and their correlation is
unanalysed. The path coefficients from quality of the plan
to self-efficacy (931) and from satisfaction with the plan
to self-efficacy (p,,) vere estinated using the Ordinary
Least Squares method (Lewis-Beck, 1974). The path coeffi-
cient froa self-efficacy to performance (943) is the same as
their correlation.

Bandura's model makes predictions for the correlatioas
betveen plan and performance and retveen satisfaction with

the plan and performance. These predictions can be written

as
= ' + r
<14 243‘931 243232-12
= + T
f24 243232 243231 12
..,,‘W.‘rﬂﬁ - AP am T s - - AT RS - e~ ~ -
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when couer ratiags are used as the fiunal dependernt
weasure, ﬁl4 = .932 1nd 22 = <124, These differ Lroa the
pcedicted corrciitioas oV .2%) and -.02S, recpectively. The
averace arsoluce da2viition is . 157. The difference cetweel
the obtained aud preldicted correlations for rerforaapce With
satisfaction aund the average deviation are hToth within the
95%» confidence interval or approxicately #.17 for these cor-
relations. However, the difference betweern the obtained and
the predicted correslatious ot performance with pidas 1is
<cleariv uot within sampling error. This suygests that a
aodel with a Jdirect pith frorn plan to perforsance would ket~
ter describe the relaticnshirs amonqg the variatles in these
uata. The correlatiou woetweer self-efficacy and coder rat-
ings of performance (i.e., the equivalent of tine multiple P
in the rath analyvyses of thc proposed aodel) is .325, d4f-=
139, p < .001.

When proportion of tiue is used as the final Jlependert

variatle, £,, = .001 1nd_£24 = .047. These differ froa the

14
obtained correldations by .222 and .150, resrectively. The
averagz deviation is .186. dere the difference Lbetween the

obtaiued and the predicted correlations fcr satisfactiot
with performance is within the 95% confidence interval of
approximately £.17 but neither the difference between the
obtained aad predicted coirelations of plar with self-effi-
€acy nor the average absoiute deviation d4re within sampling

@rLOocr. As with the first path analysis of Eanaura's model,

—
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these results also suqgqgest a poor fit of the model to the
data and that a direct path from plan toc perforamance may be
indicated. The correlation between self-efficacy and pro-
portion of time (i.e., the equivalent of the multiple R in
the path analyses of the proposed model) was .123, df = 139,
P < .10,

Evaluation of Bxploratory Hypothesis. Eleven subijects
had self-efficacy expectations in the bottom ane-third of
the distribution but, based on coder ratings, vperformed in
the top one-third of the distribution (underestimators).
Sixteen subjects reported self-efficacy expectations in the
top one-tkird of the distribution but accerdiwg to coder
ratings performed in the bottom one-third of the distrib-
ution (overestimators). The plan scores of the underestima-
tors vere siqnificantly hiqher than the plam scores of the
overestimators, F(1,25) = 8.87, p < .01.

A similar analysis was dome usipg proportion of time as
the performance measure. In this analysis 14 underestima-
tors vere identified and 22 overestimators were identified.
Again, the underestimators' plam scores vere significantly
higher than those of the overestimators, P (1,34} = 4,394, p
< .05.

To evaluate vhether differences in self-efficacy might
help account for discrepancies between the quality of the
plan and eventual performance, tvo more one-way ANOVAs vere

done. For the first analysis, five subiects were identified
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vhose plan scores were in the bottom one-third of the
distribution but who, according to coder ratings, performed
in the tor one-third of the distributioan. Their self-effi-
cacy scores were comppared with 15 subjects whose plan scores
were in the top one-third but vhose performance scores were
in the bottom ome-third. Subjects with poor plans but good
performance had significantly hiqher self-efficacy expecta-
tionms, F(1,18) = 6.562, p < .05.

The same analvsis was repeated using proportion of time
the subject talked as the performance measure. Six subijects
had poor plans but performed well. Pifteen subjects had
qood plans but performed poorly. No difference in self-ef-
ficacy expectations was found betveen the two gqroups,
F(1,19) = 0.581, NS.

Results for Study 2- b
Descriptive Statistics. Means, standard deviations,

and other descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1.

Reliability. Two raters rated each of the plans for the
court reporting task wusing the form shown in Piqure 8.
Based on 107 subiects, the coefficient alpha for this fora
was .634. The interrater reliability was .775, 4f = 105, p
< .001.

Each subject evaluated his/her plar for taking and
transcribing question and answer testimoany by coampleting the
fora shown in Fiqure 9. As in Study 1, the first three

scales following each question (Good-Bad, Valuable-Worth-

- - ST
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less, Clear-Hazy) were taken from the evaluative factor
reported in Osgood et al. (1957). The last two scales fol-
lowing each question (Complete-Incomplete, Accurate-Inaccu-~
rate) were included as two additiomal scales. To evaluate
vhether either or both of these scales should be used in
computing satisfaction scores, they were correlated with the
sum of the three scales from Osgood et al. For the Con-~
plete-Incomplete scale, r{(105) = .877, p <.001. For the
Accurate-Inaccurate scale, r£{105 = .808, P <.001. Both
scales vere used in computing subjects' satisfaction scores.
The coefficient alpha for this satisfaction questionnaire
wvas .938.

The self-efficacy questionnaire for Studvy 2 is shown in
Fiqure 10. Strength scores vwere computed by adding all the
confidence estimates and then dividing by eight (the total
numaber of estimates made). Coefficient alpha for the self-
efficacy questionnaire was .892.

Of the 107 subiects who completed the plan development
form, the satisfaction questionnaire, and the self-efficacy
questionnaire, 88 completed the performance task and handed
in a final transcript of the dictation. Two coders graded
each of the 88 final transcripts. Intercoder reliability
was .978, df = 86, p <.001.

Evaluation of Order Effects. The order of presentation

ot the self-efficacy questionnaire and the rlan development

task did not have a siqnificant effect on the obiective

I
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gquality of the plan (P(1, 105) = 2,119, NS), satisfaction
with the plan (F (1, 105) = 2.739, ¥S}, self-efficacy expecta-
tions (F(1,105) = 1.573, AS)., or performance (F(1,86) =
0.658, NS).

Tests of the Main Hypotheses. As predicted, a siqnifi-
cant, positive relationship was found between the objective
quality of the plan and performance, £{86) = .200, p<.05.

Contrary to prediction but similar to Study 1, the rel-
ationship between objective guality of the glam and satis--
faction with the plan vas nonsignificant, £(105) = .085, HNS.
For the 88 subjects used in the path analysis, the correla-
tion wvas -.102, 4f = 86, NS.

Also contrary to~prediction but wunlike the results for
Study 1, the relationship between satisfaction with the plan
and self-efficacy expectations was noasignificant, [(105) =
.010, Ns. For the 88 subjects used for the path analysis
this correlation wvas .084, df = 86, NS.

The relationship between self-efficacy expectations
and performance was also nonsignificant, (86) = -,023.
This failed to support the hypothesized telationship.‘

As in Study 1, the relationship between the quality of
the plan and performance (g{(86) = .200, p < .05) vas
stronger but not significantly stronqer than the relation-
ship between self-efficacy expectations and performance,
£(86)y = -.023, NS. Hovever, in Study 2, the difference

between the part correlation of performance with quality of
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plaLn holuing self-efrficacy constant (f4(1.3) = .19y, 4Af =
85, 1 < .05) and the part correiation of gerformance with
selt-vfficacy holding guality of the plan ccustant (£4(3.1)
= -,31z, if = 35, ¥5) does rczach the trend level, t({53 =
1.3c0, p < 1),

2atl Ana.yses. A path analysis was acne to evaluate
the appiicarility of the ©propused model t¢ the Jdata col-
tected for Study 2. A second path analysis was done usirng
sandura's model. The path coefficients for these aunilvses
are shown in Table 4 along with the path ccefficients from
study 1.

As betore, the proposed wodel maaes preuictions about
the correlatiors opetween aquaiity of plarn and self-efficacy
erpectations (f13) 1nd between satisfaction with the plan
and performance (ﬁ24). For the data in Study 2, i13 = -,009
and 224 = =-,021. These differ froz the ottained correla-
tions Ly ~.047 anl -.015, respectively. The average abso-
iate aifference is .031. This is easily within the 95% con-
tidence iuterval of approxinmately $.21. The multiple 2 for
the final dependent variable is .200, [E(2,85) = 1.79, NS,
This suquests that the proposed model provides a fairly good
fit for these data but that it accounts for a saall propor-
tion oi the variance.

As before, the path analysis of sandura's model made
preaictions about tae correlitions between quality of plan

ard p2rforaance (214) and bcteeen satisfaction with the plan
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4ad perrormance ffz4). Jased on tue data in Study 2, 214 is

predicted to be .J01 and is prelicted to be =-.002.

ls

=24
These ditfer froa the obktaiced correlations by .199 ané
-.005, respectiveiv. Ilie average absolute deviation 1is
.102. Ihe 95+ confidence interval for these correlations is
appbroximately £.21. The correlation betseen self-efficacy
and periorusance (the equivalent of the multiple B £for the
tinal dependent variable in the proposel amacdel is -.023, 4f
= 86, NS. This suq3iests that Bawndura's original nodel pro-
vides an acceptabie £it to these data but accounts for vir-

tualily none of the variance.in the final dependent varibie.

jon of o8 atory dypothesis. Thirteen sub-

jects who had self-efficacy expectations ir the bottom one-
third of the distribution also had perforwance scores in the
top one-third of the distributionl {underestisators). Seven-
teern subiects who had self-efficacy expectations in the top
oné—third of the distrioution turuned out to have perforamaance
scores in the bottom one-third of the distribution (overes-
timators). The plan scores of the underestimators tendad to
»e higher thar those of the overestiasators, £(1,28) = 3.238,
P < 084

Again a simiiar analysis was done to evaluate wheiher
differences in self-efficacy 2xpectations might help accourt
for discrepancies betwveen the quality of tne plan and evern-
tual perforaance. Nine subjects 4iho had plan scores in the

pottom one~third of the distribution also had perforaance
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scores iL the top one-taird of the Jdistribution. Thirteern
subjects who had plan Scores in the top oge-third of the
distribution also had performance scores in the botton one=
third of the distributica. No difference in self-efficacy
expectatiops was found between these two qroups, E(1,29) =

J. 186, NS.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSIUN

There are a number of conclusions to be drawn £froa the
results of these studies. Some are fairly iamediate and
clear, others are somewhat zore remote and sceculative. The
wore immediate onzs include conclusions abcut reiiability,
confounding variables, and the degree to vhich the
hvpotheses of these studies are supported. These coucliu-
sions will be discussed first.

The reliability data for the instruments used in these
studies are satisfactory inm all cases and quite good iu
sone. The onlvy case where a statistic is really at the bor-
der of coaventional acceptability is the coefficient alpha
for the plan ratirngs in Study 2. Still it is ipn the accept-
able ranqet(Nunnallv. 1978) «

Of the potentially confounding variables, there is only
one which seems to have shown a real effect. This was the
sex of subiject in the study which used dominating a3 conver~
sation as the experimental task. The difference found
between males and females 1in this study is certainly
expected from prior research (Radecki & Jennings, 1980
Stake & Stake, 1979:; Ziamerman & West, 19795). Still the
dif ferences in performance seem to reflect just that: Dif-
ferences in the m2an performance and not acy real differ-
ences in what variables affected performance or how much one

or another variable affected performance based on the sex of
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the subiject. For this reason, the data froa the zale and
female subiects were combined into a single rool.

Cne of the clz2arest conclusions that car be drawn about
the relationships anong the four variables iuvestigated ir
these studies is that there is a definite «relatioaship
Letween the quality of a person's plan for performance and
his/her eventual perforaoance. These results together with
those of the path analvses suggest one mainr elaboration to
Bandura’s origiral model. Specifically, it seeas poten-
tially useful to include a vperson's plaz fer performing a
task as an indevpendent, direct determinant of performance.
This will ke discussed further below.

The results of the analvses done for the second hypoth-
esis seemed curious at first. Ciearly, the expected posi-
tive relationship between the objective quality of the plaiun
and the subiective satisfaction with the plan was not found.
Ihis could reflect a poor understandinqg oz the part of the
subjects in both studies of what constitues a good plan.
Similarlv, a general lack of experience at max<ing this kiad
of a formal judgment about satisfaction may have contributed
to this result. In either case, it may be that with more
experience on these tasks, people would develop a better
understanding of what behaviors contribute to a good per-
formance and how to evaluate a given plau. To the extent
that this haprens, the correlation betuween quality of olan

and satisfaction w#ith the vplan should get larger. This
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seems like a reasosable possibilityv: however, Simont's (19060)
¥ork suqgests a somewhat different explanation and leads to

a prediction of no change in the relationshir. In his work

~on decision making, he discusses the concept of Ysatisific-

ing."® Simon suqgests that when making decisiouns, people do
not usually consider each and every possibility in an effort
to reach the best possible decision. Iastead, people tend
to select the first satisfactory or acceptakle decision or
solution that comes along. In an effort to conserve per-
sonal enerqy for more personally important activities, sub-
jects mav wvell have written down the first plamn that occur-
red to them rather than the very best rlan they could
possibly vrite. dhen asked hdw qood their plans were sone
subiects may have been considering how good a plan they
could have come up with if they had tried harder. These
subiects vould have indicated less than maximum satisfaction
or even relatively low deqrees of satisfaction. Other sub-
jects may have been considering only shether their plans
were good enough to get by. They could easily have been
quite pleased with their plans and expressed a high degree
of satisfaction. Thus, people with strictly egquivalent
plaanas could well have expressed substantially different
degrees of satisfactiom which wvould result inr smaller corre-
lations betveen satisfaction and other variables.

A third possibility exists for the lack of relationship

between quality of the plan and satisfaction with the plan.
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A number of researchers in various fields have failed to
find a relationship between objective characteristics of a
situation and satisfaction «ith the situation. Barrera
(1981) found no ralationship between a numker of obijective
indicators of social support and satisfaction with social
support. Schneider (1976) discusses data which clearly show
there is no relatisnship between objective measures of qual-
ity of life in cities and su51ective evaluations of life in
those cities. Gutek, Allea, Tyler, Lau, and Maijchrzak (in
press) also found no relatioaship between obijective indica-
tors in a number of environments and satisfaction with those
environments. Thay believe that Jjudgments about satisfac-
tion are based, in part, on internal conéiderations such as
level of aspiration and perceived control. These ianternal
considerations may well be totally unrelated to objective
measures of quality.

What all of this means is that it mav be very difficult
to ever show a positive, significant relationship between
quality of plan and satisfaction with the plane. If the low
relationship is due to subiects satisficing, future
researchers might £ind it helpful to ask subjects about (a)
how good is the plan in teras of 4ust gqetting by and (b) how
good the plan is as cosmpared to the best plan possible. How
good the plan is in teras of 1just gqetting by should be more
stronqly related to obijective quality of the plan. If the

lLovw relationship is due to intermnal considerations as sug-
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gested by Gutek et al., these considerations should be
assessed or some attenpt made to hold them» constant. This
would allow for a clearer evaluation of the relatioaship
betveen obijective quality of the plan and satisfaction.

In Study 2, the shape of the distribution of satisfac-
tion scores probably attenuated the correlation of satisfac-
tion with gquality of plan, as well as with cther variables.
The distribution is extremely peaxed f(kurtosis = 5.627) and
negatively skeved (skewness = -2.13). Unfortunately, there
is no wvay to deternaine how auch the shape of the distrib-
ution has affected these correlations {(Nungpally, 1978).
Additionally, the mean of the satisfactior scores was less
than one standard deviation below the nmaxipum possible
score. All of these statistics toqether suggest that there
is a ceilinq effect on all correlations invclving satisfac-
tion with the plan in Studvy 2. It amust be remembered,
though, that there was no ceiling effect on satisfaction in
Study 1 and the cocrrelation between quality cf plan and sat-
isfaction was still nonsignificant.

The expected relationship between satisfaction and
self-efficacy expectations was not demonstrated in Study 2,
but this can probably be attributed to the <ceiling effect
just described. However, for Study 1 there was a stronqgly
significant, positive relationshir between satisfaction and
efficacy. This finding has iwmplications for teasing apart

the multivariate nature of self-efficacvy. Satisfaction with

R
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the plan accounted for approximately 14 percent of the
variance in the self-efficacy expectations for Study 1.
These results suqgjest that oke important piece of informa-
tion for the self-efficacy central processor is the deqree
to which a person is satisfied with hiss/her plan for per--
forming a particular task. In more everyday words, how well
people think they will do depends in part og the degree to
which they think thev know what thkevy are doing. Certainly
there are other variables that can be identified as affect-
ing self-efficacy, but satisfaction with the plan seems like
one vwhich may be quite useful.

The predicted positive relationship between self-effi-
cacy expertations and performance was clearly demonstrated
in Study 1. Although this relationship has previously been
demonstrated for a variety of behaviors (e.q., control of
phobic anxiety, self-control, coanitive skills), this is
really the first demonstration that self-efficacy expecta-
tions can predict performance of social behaviors. It may
be that failure to show this relationship in Study 2 is due
to a ceilinq effect imn the distribution of performance
scores. The mean performance score is ornly 1.25 standard
deviations belov the maximum possible score. Perhaps vith a
more sensitive measure of performance, the efficacy-perform-
ance telationship would have been siqnificant as well as the
plan-performance relationship, which already did reach the

«05 level of sigrificance.

—
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Hypothesis five predicted that the gquality of plan
should contribute more to performance thac self-efficacy
does. This prediction was evaluated by comparing the corre-
lations between gquality of plan and vperformance 4ith the
correlations between self-efficacy and performance. In both
studies the zero-order and part correlations between quality
of plan and performance were nonsiqnificantly larger than
the zero-order and part correlations between self-efficacy
expectations and performance. Based on these data, the nost
that can be said is that there were six ccaparisons which
are in the direction predicted but which do pot show siqnif-
icant differences. The loqic behind this hypothesis was
that the quality of plan contributed directly toc performance
as well as contributing indirectly to self-efficacy through
satisfaction and, thus, affected vperformance further ¢ty
affecting self-efficacy expectations. However, the indirect
effect on efficacy is not demonstratle with these data since
the correlations between quali:y of plan acd satisfaction
with plan were essentially zero. If future research is able
to demonstrate a relationship between quality of plan and
satisfaction vwith plan, then this hypothesis can be evalu-
ated agaia.

The path analyses for the proposed model show that the
dif ferences ltetwveen obtained and predicted correlations are
not only within sampling ercor but are, in fact, quite

saall. This suggests that the resuits ¢f bcth studies pro-
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vide support for the proposed model. Coamparison of the path
analyses for the proposed model to the path analyses for
Bandura's oriqinal model have to be done ou kind of an eve-
pall basis since there 1is no formal procedure for making
this kind of comparison {Bentler, 1980). The proposed model
seems to do a qenerally better qjob of describing the rela-
tionships among the variables. As discussed above, it seeas
important to 1include a direct path between the quality of
plan and eventual performance as is done in the proposed
model. Actually, this elaboration is also suggested bty
Schunk®'s (1981) findings in his study involving children who
vere having trouble with arithmetic. Schunk (1981) and 3an-
dura and Schunk (1981) fourd that those children vho were
taught the correct algorithas for solving lcaq division or
subtraction problesms, iaproved on arithmetic tests. In
effect, they were teaching these children the best possible
plan to use, Schunk's path analysis of his data suggested
that a direct path from treatment to performance was needed.
This is equivalent to saving that those childrem who had
been "treated" by teaching thea good plans did better than
those who had not been given good plans. Therefore, treat-
ment sioply manipulated the plan variable. These results
are consistent with those found in the two studies reported
in this paper.

There may be some question about whether it will alwvays

be iamportant to ianclude a plan path. The ansver probably
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depends on what the gquestion ise. In 3andura's original
efficacy research {Baadura & Adams, 1977; Bandura et al.,

1977), he compared severil forms of treatment for snake oho-
pias. All forms of treatzent £auqht essentially the sane
plan. In effect then, Bandura held the plam variakle con-
stant, teaching a plan to those who needed it aasd reminding
those who already knew it. This allowed him to give a clear
demonstration of the igportance of self-efficacy expecta-
tions. In either therapy or research, one “ay to decide
whether plans or self-efficacy should be emrhasized will te
to thipnk in terms of a learaning-performance distinction.
ahen first learniry new behaviors cr skills, the gquality of
a persor’s plan will ©pe important for aaking predictions
about performnance. If the quality of plamn is held constant,
as when it is effectively as comrlete and accurate as it
ueeds to be, then self-efficacy expectatiors will be more
iuwportant for predicting performance. The general conclu-
sion drawn is that the quality of a person's plan for pec-
torming a task has an iaportant, direct effect on perform-
ance. Thus it is iaportant to 1look at not only people's
confidence that they can perform specific tasks, as suq-
gested bv self-efficacy theory, but also at whether people
know which skills are relevant.

Although the path analyses suggest the proposed model
provides a good fit to the data, the magnitude of the aulti-

ple R's--especially for Studv 2--clearly suggest that there
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are also other variables which are important in accounting
for the final performance of the task. To state these ideas
somevhat differeatly, the proposed model adequately
describes how the variables affect each other. However,
there are other variables which miqht be included in a
larger model or a model more specific to the situation. For
exaaple, Bandura's original self-efficacy theory includes
outcome expectations. This is a variable which has received
relatively 1little attention in self-efficacy researca to
date, but which could be useful in developing a more coa-
plete path nodel. Generally, the approach in self-efficacy
research has been to treat outcome expectancies as positive
and constant. PFuture research may waant to assess or manipu-
late outcome expectancies as a variable which, along with
self-efficacy, affects people's intentions to actually try
performing the behaviors in question. This should result in
a path model which accounts for more of the total variaace.
The results of the analyses for the exploratory hypoth-
esis demonstrated that the quality of a person’s plan for
performance of a task was helpful in explaining incongruen-
cies between self-efficacy expectations and eventual per-
formance. This is of some importance since self-efficacy
theory does not currently provide a clear explanation for
the iaconqruencies between expectations aﬁd pérfornance
which have been found between 10 and nearly 50 percent of

the time. It is of practical as well as theoretical inter-
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est to understand the the factors that contribute to people
oot being able to predict accurately what they will and will
not do. Assessment of a person's plan for performance
should allow for an explanation and lead tc @more accurate
predictions of performance. The converse does not seem to
always be true since there was a siqnificant difference in
self-efficacy expectations between the poor plan-good per-
forsance qroup and the qood plan-poor performance group in
the ANOVA using coder ratings of dominance as the perforam-
ance measure but aot in the ANOVA using prcportion of time
the subject talked or for the corresponding ANOVA in Study
2. One vay of thinking about this is in terszs of the degree
to vhich a persoan actually uses his/her plan for performing
a behavior. People in the poor plan~qood performance qroup
vho have high efficacy expectations could be expected to use
every bit of the plan they had. Although they had a poor
plan, they would use it fully and perhaps even improve on it
as they vorked. This would lead to a qood performance.
Within the group of good perforaers, those with poor plaas
probably vould not do as well as those with good plans and
equal self-efficacvy expectations. The gqood plan-poor per-
formance group would be those whose efficacy expectations
dere so low that they did not aake auch effort to use their
perfectly qood plans since they never intended to do the
behavior in the first place. Thus, when self-efficacy

greatly affects intentions to even try using a plan for per-
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formance, discrepancies between quality* of plans and level
of performance mav be attributable to 1level of efficacy
expectation. The data for the studies in this paper do not
allow a careful evaluation of this hypothesis so this
remains a possibility for future research.

Another possible area for future research is sugqgested
by the differences in results for the two studies. Study 1
involved use of 'established social skills while Study 2
involved aotor skills which the sutjects were in the process
of developing. Ot her research suqggests that ic the initial
stages of developing a specific fine motor skill, the rela-
tionship beiueen self-efficacy expectations and perforaance
is not particularlvy stronq (Moe & Zeiss, Note 5). It may be
speculated that the relationship between efficacy and motor
skills--especially as they are developing--is more depernd-
ent on prior performance than is the relationship between
efficacy and more cognitive or verbal bebaviors. This could
be due to the relatively more observable nature cf the vari-
ables affecting verbal and coqmnitive skills. A person about
to try to doainate a conversation can mentally review the
skills and tactics that seem appropriate. However, for a
aotor t;sk. the only wvay to review the current state of
reflexes is to try them. When a persoun is developing a
aotor skill, it aay be relatively harder to observe the
chanqges in relevant variables (e.qg., reflexes) tham it is to

observe chanqes in the variables relevant to highly verbal
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or coqnitively mediated tasks. The data for the studies in
this paper do not allow a more exact eva1u§tion of questions
about whether self-efficacy expectations have a different
relationship vith motor skill performances than with rore
cogqnitive, verbal behaviors. Neither is it rossible to look
aore closely at hov self-efficacy expectaticns are related
to developing motor skill performance. These are areas for
future research.
laplicati cor T} 1 Edu .

| One possible application of the findirgs in these stud-~
ies will be in the area of therapy. A therapist who is
interested in helping a client overcome a deficit of some
kind can evaluate both a person's plan for performinag a
behavior and his/her satisfaction with that plan. If the
plaa [ 5 good but the person is dissatisfied with it, self-
efficacy expectations are likely to be low. In this case,
the therapist may wvant to use a coqmnitive intervention
rather than a more enactive, behavioral one. On the other
hand, a careful behavior analysis may reveal that the per-
son's plan for performing is incomplete or inaccurate. In
this case, the tharapist mav want to take more of an educa-
tional, skill developaent approach aimed at isproving the
client’s plan for performing the task. If a therapist has
both a good idea about how well a client knows what needs to
be done as well as howv to do it and has a good idea about

the client's self-efficacy expectations with re&;rd to par-
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ticular tasks, the therapist should Le able to predict
reasonably well how the client will do at performing the
behaviors in question. More importantly, the therapist will
be better able to snore up the client's deficiencies and
concentrate efforts where they are most needed.

Similar comments would also apply to educational and
training situations. The results suqgest that educators
should place a dual emphasis on plan developaent and
increasing self-efficacv expectations. The plan developnment
would involve teaching the basic steps to performing a task
or doing a skilled behavior. Bandura and others (Bandura o
Adams, 1977: Bandura, et al., 1977) have shown that self-ef-
ficacy expectations ' can best be increased through actually
performing the skills being developed. In an educational
setting, this simply involves having the student do the
task, perhaps in graded steps as vas done in Bandura and
Schunk (1981) and in Schunk (1981). Similarly, if a student
is not proaressiny as expected, it would be helpful to
assess both the student's plan and his/her self-efficacy
expectations rather than assuming he/she sisply needs more
time in the classroonm or, alternatively, that he/she just
needs a little more confidence.

These coaments about therapy aad education reflect the
general implicztions of this paper. Self-efficacy theory is
concerned with prediction of behavior and behavior change.

The results reported here provide additiorpal support for
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Bandura's basic idea that self-efficacy expectations can te
a powerful predictor of behavior. The results also suggest
that a person's plans for performning a behavior have an

iaportant, direct effect on that behavior.
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Course Syllabus

Human Services 6381G - Methods of Research
Summer I, 1982
St. Mary's University
Instructors Dick Eiles, Ph.D.

Required Textbook: Handbook in Research and Evaluation
by Stephen Isaac and William Michael

Course Objectives:
1. Acquire a knowledge and appreciation of the role

of research in counseling people.
2. Acquire the ability to critically avaluate research
in the behavioral and social sciences.

Specific Learning Objectives:
1. Understand and describe the basic fundamentals

and methods of conducting research.

2. Calculate measures of central tendencies and
dispersion.

3. Utilize the normal curve in describing an individual
relative to others.

L, Use descriptive statistics; acquire a beginning
understanding of inferential statistics.

5. Begin to identify flaws in research design and
reports.

6. Acquire a more positive emotional reaction towards
research and statistics.

Course Requirements:
1l. Midterm and Final Exams

2. Oral reports of at least four published research
articles relevant to counseling.
3. Class attendance is critical.

Course Schedule:

June 2 Introduction, Variables, Measurement Scales

June 7, 9 Types of Research; strengths and wealnesses
of each. Introduction to Sampling and
Probability Theory (very basic); Descrip-
tive Statistics, 6-11, 13-27, 146-147,
142-143, 124,

June 14, 16 Concept of variance and error - the Normal
Curve and Tests, 73-91, 117.

June 21 Midterm Exam

June 23 Surveys Research- Interviews, Questionnaires,

June 28,30 g% B35t Facto Designs, Correlational Research
120. 148-151.

July 5,7 Unobtrusive Methods, Webdb et al, Isaac, 62-63.

July 12, 14 Experimental Design, Internal and External
validity, 31-61.

July 19 How to conduct and report research--you can
do it: 1-5, 154-158.

July 21 Final Exam




Resource Material:

One book on reserves: Unobtrusive Measures
by Eugene Webb, et al
Handouts: 1. Basic Formulas and Examples for Calculating
Basic Measures
2. Applications of the Normal Curve
3. Checklist for Evaluating Research Articles
by me.

Note:

Don't allow the newness or unfamiliarity of new
terminology and concepts to erect an emotional barrier which
might prevent you from seeing and enjoying the richness of
research.

This course is designed for counselors--not methematicians.
If you are the latter you may encounter difficulties.
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